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FOREWORD

On December 30, 1993, and January 3, 1994, approximately 40 comments were filed

in response to petitions seeking clarification, modification or reconsideration of the FCC's

Second Report and Order on new 2 GHz Personal Communications Services ("PeS"). These

comments are summarized herein. The summaries are divided into two sections on licensed

2 GHz PCS (TAB A) and unlicensed 2 GHz PeS systems (TAB B). The comments within

each tab are arran.ed alphabetically by company or orpnization name.

We have done our best to represent each commenter's positions accurately 011 a range

of issues within one or two PlIes and in a consistent format. Due to spece and time

constraints, however, many supportin. arauments have been truncated and rephrued to

conserve space. Ac:cordinIlY, in all cues, it is hiJhly advisable to review the actual

commenter's text. All summaries have page references to the actual commenter's text.
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Interest:

.8aDd .PIu:

ADVANCED MOBILECOMM TECHNOLOGIES, INC.
DIGITAL SPREAD SPECTRUM TECBNOLOGIFS, INC.

AMT is an affiliate of Advanced MobileComm, Inc., a lar,e provider of
land mobile services. DSST is a subsidiary of CYUNK, a leader in
design, development and manufacture of Part 15 spread spectrum
equipment.

• AMT and DSST believe that the Commission's aUoc:atioIl decisions reflect a
reuoned baJanciq ot the reaulatory, policy, and tedIRical considerations raised
in the PCS ~iDI. Consequently, they do not favor a restrueturina of the
allocation decisions on reconsideration. (2-3)

• AM'! and DSST diJIIree with those parties that suuest that the aUocation of a
PCS license involvin. more spectrum than 10 or 20 MHz will disserve the
public interest, nor do they agree with the contention that the 10 MHz allocation
may become worphaned. W (3)

• With reprd to Iarp allocations, AMT and OSST arpe that the record reflects
that wbil-~ will enable the provision of ...nce from the incepQon with
system c:apldty comparable to cellulAr. SimiJarly, the 10 MHz allocation Je:rVei

a valuable role by accommodatin, the needs of specia1.ized services and niche
applications.. (3-4)

• AMT and DSST abo contend that the 10 MHz allocation will spur the
development of spectrally efficient technoloPa u licen_ of 10 MHz systems
seek to captuR larpr markets and areater market sbares. (5)

• AMT and DSST ... that some of the concerns m.I in the petitions !ex'
reconsideration widt ntprd to the aUoc:adoft decisions may be addrested by
i.ncorporaDna suftlcilnt flexibility into both the auction proceu ud the service
rulea to l*DIit u... to respond rapidly to market conditions. Accordin&ly,
AMT aDd DSST fAvor the adoption of service rules that would enable liceNees
to pirtidoIl or.. system caplcity either on a aeopaphic or spectrum basis
upon notice to the Commission. (6)
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late..:

ALCATEL NETWORK SYSTEMS, INC.

Manufacturer of microwave equipment aDd participant in TIA
interference standards activities (e.g., Bulletin lo-F).

Power Limits:

• Does not oppose hiaher power limits, but notes that corresponding changes must
be made to the coordination table in section 99.233(a) to ensure non­
interference with microwave users. (4-S)

Interference StaDdardI:

• Notes support in favor of TSBIo-f u !Ole methodoloJY for determininl
interference, and uraa adoption of COIlseRSUS chln,es to Appendix 0
calculations until TSBIQ-P is finalized. (2-3)

• Apees with Bell Atlantic that sipal rnaqiD calculations must be refined, U
they will be in TSBlo-P, but disqrees that the fCC or anybody else should
define what an -excess- rnaqiD is. (3)

• Supports Bell Atlantic's sugested policy of nlqUiriaa OF! operatDr1 to upplde
their facilities if the PeS operator pays the COlt of such an uppade, but only if
the new facilities are comparable to or better than the existinl facilities. (4)
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Interest:

Band Plan:

AMERICAN PERSONAL COMMUNICATIONS

PCS proponent

• Opposes proposals to allocate smaller PCS spectrum blocks. 30 MHz blocks
are necessary in order to allow operation in spectrum occupied by microwave
users, to support a level of traffic necessuy to compete effectively with the
local exchanae monopoly, and to pennit hip speed wireless data and multi­
media operations. The UJuments for smaller PCS blocks i.non: the
experiences of cellular and ESMR companies. (lo-IS)

• Opposes proposal of UTC and APMCO to carve out~ for private and
internal UJe of utilities and pUblic-safety orpnizations. Private orpnizations
will have full access to unlicenleCl PCS and commercial PCS systems (u well u
other wireless teeJmolo&ies). The SI*tJ'UIIl available for licensed PCS services
has already been limited by pandfatberinJ of exiatina microwave U*S,
allocation for unlicensed devices, and a reservation of spectrum of mobile
satellite services; it should not be further eroded for private systems. (19-20)

• APe urps the FCC to adopt a partial set-aside of the 38 GHz frequencies for
PCS blckhaul. bceDt applications pIOpOII to consume all of the n:maininl 38
GHz cJwmels in a number of substantial markets. (23-24)

Seniee Areu:

• Opposes piopollis to reconsider MTA Jicen" areas. MTA-sized markets are
necessary to avoid the expensive, w..ful, and time consuminJ process of
agreptina smaIllicen. areas into realistic .mce areas. These sized markets
are also neclllUY to permit competition with entrenched wide-area cellular
companies. (3-9)

Power 1.1mb:

• As ..... ia tile petitions of APe and ocbm, the FCC sbould increue the
poww Ii''''' far PCS to 1000 watts ERP. 1be current 100 watt EIRP limit
would cI.Ia8r-ally increue the number of PCS bile stations required to meet
the construction requimnents and uMecessarily rai. the cost of PCS to the
public. (20-21)
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Interference Standards:

• As APe proposed in its petition, the FCC should modify the coordination
distances of Section 99.233(a) and the power and antenna height limits of
Section 99.231(a). (22)

• APe suppo~ TIA's proposal regarding PCS-OFS interference calculation
procedures. (22)

• APe supports Telocator's proposed changes to Section 99.234(a) regarding PCS
emission limitations. (23)

CAl Standards:

• Opposes Motorola's and TIA's pI'OpOE to delay PCS imp1emelltation until PeS
equipment has been approved by ANSI-lCiCl'ldited standards bodies. Adopting
such a proposal would deJay PeS and encrerach its competiton' market
dominance. Further, numerous services have flourished without being
standardized by any ANSI-accredited body. (IS-I7)

AppIkatIOD FIIiIII RequireIIIeDts:

• As APe ptOpOIed in its petition, the FCC sboWd modify the poaition location
accurICY requirement of Section 99.S3(e) to IPfJCify accurICY to the nearest
second. (22)

• APe supports Telocator's proposal to stramIine the PCS tiling process by
instituting electronic filinl procedures. (22-23)

• APe opposes UTe's proposal to adopt cellular licensinl procedures for PCS
applicants. (23)

RF~:

• APe supfOItI T--.'s pI'OpOE to COftIorm the Iupqe of Section 99.S2 to
the ctilC'lllion in the Second Report and Order. (23)

• Oppo_ proposal of the Texas AdvilOl')' CoIIunisIioII 011 Scare~
CommunicalioBl to delay the prOvision of PCS until stIDdIrds for £911 acceu
are adopted. While stIndards are bei.nI cII'veIoped, the deployment of PCS
serviceI will eaIaInce, rather than compromiJe, tile safety of tile American
public. (18-19)
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Interest:

Band Plan:

AMElUCAN PETROLEUM INSTITUTE

Trade association for companies involved in the petroleum and natural
gas industtics.

• In tapOnJe to AMSC and TRW's requests for a reallocation of additional 2
GHz spectrum to the mobile satellite service, API states that an adequate
spectrum raerve exists for the development of mobile satellite offerin&s and that
no further consideration should be given to another allocation at this time. (8)

• Believes that the requests of those petitioners -ana a spectrum allocation in
which to establish private PCS systems have merit and should be pven serious
consideration. Becau.te the reliability demands of Jarae industrial, public safety
and other users could be met by PCS systems, API believes that a spectrum
allocation for priVIfe PCS is needed and sugestS that spectrum from the federal
government 2 GHz band could be the appropriate source. (9)

CAl StaDdards:

• API supports nA's request that the Commission establish uniform common air
interface standards for PeS. (9)

• API supports adopttort of a sinpe intarf_ standard, which will diminish
interference potential to POPS operations duriaI the transition period and
provide a level of certainty for PCS system delip. (3)

• API supports nA's fortbc:omiftlllulletiD 10-F staDdud for PCSIPOFS
interference analyU and apees with nA tbIl the PCC's propoted medlod ..
forth in Appendix D of the Report and Order should be used only as an interim
measuJe. (3)

• API .......... adopttort of I requilelnmt tUt deployment of PCS fIdlitiei in
a sbaIed micJowaw environment occur only subsequent to coordination by a
third party. (3)

• To facilitate coordination, the Commission sboWcl require submission of an
independent interference analysis with elCh PCS application. (3)
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Power Umits:

• API does not object to any particular PeS base station power limitation
proposal, as lonl as clear PCS/POFS interference criteria exist and independent
coordination is required. Nevertheless, hiaher base station transmit power
levels could increue the likelihood of interference to POFS operations,
necessitating strict interference avoidance criteria. (S)

• API questions those commenters that araue that hiaher base station transmit
powers are necessary to permit PCS to compete with cellular and SMRs. API
does not believe these claims are relevant to this proceeding. (S)

• Also in this vein, API is concerned with Mel's request for authorization to
deploy hiper powered ·vehicular mobile- and ·temporary base- facilities. The
vehicular mobile service contiaurations proposed by MCI were not analyzed in
this proceediq, and authorizations to deploy hiper power levels will increue
the potential for interference to POFS operations. With reprd to mper power
temporary bile facilities, API contends that in a shared spectrum environment,
it is inconsistent to allow the licensin. of mall powered PCS bale stations at
temporary locations unless stringent coordination and notification procedures are
required. (6)

WILEY, REIN a FIELDING



Interest:

Band Plan:

APPLE COMPUTER, INC.

Computer manufacturer and Data-PCS proponent.

• Opposes sUDations by APCO and UTC for spectrum for -private PeS- and
does not believe any unlicensed spectrum should be reallocated. (8-9)

Interference StaDdarda:

• Supports Bell AtJaatic proposal to require microwave operaton to uPlftde their
facilities if the PeS operator aarees to pay and the uPlftde is at least u reliable
u the oripw link; the policy should also be extended to retunina microwave
facilities and to the unlicensed bands. (7)

Power 1Jmits:

• The FCC should limit licensed PeS bale station and mobile unit power levels to
no more thin 2 Waus in the , MHz adj-=ent to the unlicenled bands, mandate
an uplink/downlink scheme, and COfttrol the emissiOll mula for tnnsmitters
operatina in spectrum adjacent to the unlicensed band. (4-')
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Interest:

ASSOCIAnON OF AMERICAN RAlLROADS

Trade association of railroad companies and frequency coordinator for
land mobile radio services.

Power Limits:

• AAR does not object to proposals to increuc PeS base station power limits, as
lonl as existinl protections for microwave users are maintained. (S-7)

Interference Standards:

• Supports petitions seeking a single methodoiocy for determining PCS-microwave
interference. (2-4)

• Supports UTe proposal for prior coordination of PeS systems in the 2 GHz
band to ensure the inte&rity of existinl links. (4)

• Supports Bell Atlantic's sugestion that the FCC require microwave uxrs to
upplde their facilities if the PeS operator pays the full costs of the UPirade and
the facilities are equivalent to or better than the existina facilities. (4-S)

• Supports Bell Atlantic's suuson that tax certificates be used for microwave
operations forced to relocate. (S)

• Does not object to proposals to allow PeS licen_ to subdivide licenses
leopaphica11y or by frequency as lana as all relocation commitments entered
into by the oriainallicensee are kept by subsidiary licemees. (8-9)
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Interest:

ASSOCIATION OF INDEPENDENT DESIGNATED ENTITIES

Association of persons and companies likely to classified as -Designated
Entities- under Section 309(j) of the Communications Act.

Senice Areas:

• The Commission should adopt a non-proprietary market definition system; since
even the threat of litilation over proprietary rilhts could have adverse effects,
AIDE recommends chlnles to place the PeS market definitions in the public
domain, includin. use of BPAs and MPAs (basic and major PCS areas). (iii, 9­
IS)

• Supports proposals to allow voluntary partitioninl of PCS markets by biddinl
consortia, full-market settlements, or post-lrant modification applications. (5)

Cellular EJIIIbUlty:

• Cellular curlers should be permitted to mUll minority investments in biddina
consortia controlled by designated entities. (ii-iii, 7-9)

• 0pp0Ies chanps to the rules reaardin. subltafttial in-market cross-ownership of
PeS systems by cellular carriers, and favors expansion of such rules to ESMR
licensees and other likely PeS competiton. (iv, 18-21)

Performance RequinlDeDu:

• Since PCS providers will cover populi. c.... in Illy event, build out
ftlquiremaatl sbouJd eDCOUrIP the rapid~t nadonwide .mce by
requirin. COYeIIi. of 10 percent of the area in 1 year, 20 percent in two years,
and 40 perc:ent within 4 years. (ii, 2-4)

• Each partition in I market should be subject to .... and individual build-out
requiremlllts. (ii)

• LiceaIe mocation for failure to meet I*fonnance requirements is excessively
dnccwian .. tile Commission should i.n.-t utilize cellular-style UDserved area
licensina for territoriel uncovered after 10 years. (ii, 5-7)

• 0pp0Ies the chan.. proposed by U S West u outside the scope of this
proceedinl. (iii, 15-18)
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IDterest:

BELL ATLANTIC PERSONAL COMMUNICAnONS, INC.

Rqional Bell Operating Company PCS affiliate.

Band Ptan:

• There is nD technical or economic justification in the record for fraamentin.
spectrum into seven uneven blocks; the FCC should insteld allocate spectrum
into 6 20 MHz licenses to assure a competitive, economic, efficient, and open
PeS industry. (3-4)

• Opposes the petitions of Time Warner aDd PacBel1 for 40 MHz licenses, since
20 MHz licenses are sufficient for a PeS system and will allow aggreaation.
(4-S)

• Opposes the petitions of CI'IA and NEXTEL for 10 MHz licenses, since 10
MHz does not appear to be sufficient for economically and technically viable
PeS. (S-8)

• 0pp0IeI MSS petitioners; the FCC should Naftirm its decision to allocate 120
MHz to PeS aDd its balancinl of MSS and PeS spectrum needs. (8-10)

Cellular EJilibUlty:

• Opposes cellular eliIibility restrictions u unjustified and contrary to the public
interest. (l0)

• Opposes Mel petitioIl to exclude the nine Jar.- cellular compuies as an
attempt to ute the repIatory procell to eliminate potmtial competition. (11)

• 0pp0IeI COIDCIIt pedtion to eliminate cellular restrictions for nonwirelines u
an attempt to shield itself from competition. (12)

Power I.lmits:

• ApeeI 'Nitb petitioners seetin, to eliminate overly restrictive power limits. (14)

WILEY, REIN .. FIELDING Page 10



Interest:

CABLEVISION SYSTEMS CORPORATION

Cable television service provider.

Cellular ElilibWty:

• The FCC should reject proposals to create a ..desipated entity" exception to the
cellular eligibility rules as it would contravene the FCC's aoals of fosteMa
competition between PeS and cellular service. (5-7)

• The FCC should clarify that cellular carriers must divest their cellular interests
no later than six months after issuance of a PeS license for the affected area.
(7-8)

• The FCC should not adopt provisions, such as NYNEX's recommendation to
incorporate a "sunset" provision, that would relax the eligibility and agreption
rules. (8-9)

• The FCC should not subsidize cellular entry into PeS with the issuance of tax
certificates for voluntary divestitures of cellular interests. (10-13)

WILEY, REIN A FIELDING



Interest:

CELLULAR INFORMAnON SYSTEMS, INC.

Cellular operator

Cellular EUalbWty:

• Opposes proposals of NYNEX and BellSouth to allow RBOC- and LEC­
affiliated cellular carriers to acquire more than 10 MHz of PCS spectrum in
their landline service areas. Such proposals could neaatively implCt
independent cellular carriers by providina RBOC- and LEe-affiliated carriers
with enoulh additional spectrum that they would be able to exclude
independents from participatinl in rqional cellular service offerinas. (3-6)

Believes the limit on cellular eliaibility should not be imposed where the
carrier is not affiliated with the LEe and intends to combine PCS and
cellular systems in order to compete with the landline monopoly. (5, n.4)

• Even under the current rules, there may be anu in which the RBOC- or LEe­
affiliated carrier could be eliaible for up to 40 MHz of PeS spectrum within
their affiliated Iaadline franchise (due to papulation distribution). To prevent
anticompetitive exclusionary conduct, the FCC should incorporate into its
reconsideracion order the fOllGWinI conditions on the intepation of PeS systems
into other telecommunications systems (6-8):

If a PCS system is intepaaed with cellular systems, a cellular licensee is '
oblipted to maintain existinl reJationthips with other cellular licelJ*S
on the same frequency block in a reuonable manner and is oblipted to
neaotiate in load faith with such carriers reprdinl the establishment of
new cellular services.

Cellular cmien may obtIin only 10 MHz of PCS spectrum within the
cellular marDt unless the intepated systems will compete with the
1andline monopoly.

DOC- and LEe-affiliated cellular providers may obtain only 10 MHz of
PCS spectrum within their affiliated RBOC or LEe landline franchise
ana.

WILEY, REIN &t: FIELDING Pllg,12



CELLULAR TELECOMMUNICATIONS INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION

Interest:

Band Plan:

Association representing cellular service providers.

• Supports an allocation of four 20 MHz blocks and four 10 MHz blocks usina a
BTA-only service area scheme and opposes petitions advocatin. 30 and 40 MHz
pes licenses in liaht of the viable competitive opportunities presented by 10
MHz allocations. (10-13)

• The FCC should permit PeS license partitionina and agrqation to increase
spectral efficiencies. (16)

Cellular EJl&ibUlty:

• The FCC may rai. the overlap threshold to 40 percent and inClale the
attribution standard to 3O-3S percent u the *OI'cl demonstrates that more
relaxed cellular e1iJibility and attribution standards better promote the public
interest. (3)

• MCI's pI'OpOIM exclusionary rule should be rejected U it is an attempt to
eliminate potential PeS rivals at the consumer's expense and is based on
untenable conclusions. (3-10)

• The FCC should effect compliance with iu elipility and attribution rules by
requiring any NCeSsaty divestitures only after the submission of successful bids.
(l4-1S)

• The FCC should iuue tax certificates to ce11uJar operaton who are required to
or who elect to divest their cellular interest. (IS)

• To ... that PCS is available to the public with minimal delay, the FCC
sboulcI refrain from imposinl.eneric anti-traftickiDl restrictions. (16)
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Interest:

CITIZENS UTILITIES COMPANY

Local exchange carrier serving primarily small and rural communities.

CeUuIar EUafbiUty:

• Before makiill a decision on the applicability of cellular elilibility restrictions to
rural telcos, the FCC must finalize the definition of "rural telco" for PeS
licensing purpoteS, as parties cannot provide a meaninlful response to
petitionen' proposals without knowing what entities would fall within the
category of "rural telco." (3-4)

• Reiterates its belief that a LEe should .-ve at least one small community (the
FCC hu proposed 2,500 but commenten lenerally support a threshold of
10,000 or less) that is within the MTA or BTA and serve no more than some
specified percell. (Le., 10 percent) of the total population within the MTA or
BTA to qualify as a "rural telco." (4-5)

• Assuming that the FCC adopts an appropriate definition of "rural telco", rural
telcos should be exempted from cellular elilibility restrictions. (5-6)

Power Ilmks:

• Apees that mper powered SY"'. are ISIaItial to achieve' coverap in a cost·
effective manner in less populated rural ... and uqes the FCC to increue the
maximum hue station power limit to at least 1,000 watts ERP. (12-13)

Perlo........... RequilwDeatl:

• The FCC should permit post-auction ..udonina .. 1on& as the rules preerve
policies to deploy PCS in rural ....... OIl a univenal buis. For exampte,
the FCC should COIlIidIr permittiDa PeS ....... to puatioll.mce mu only
if such putitioniRl occun witbin a speciIed time after Jicensina aDd the FCC
should DOt relax constructioRreq~ at all if a ue... hu the option to
partition off portiou of its service area that it is not serving. (11-12)

Other:

• To eDIUIe tIlIt LEes have flexibility to use PCS !pICtIUm for loc:alloop .mee,
the FCC sboulcl clarify what is mant by "fixed .mea" in rule 99.3 and what
policy reuon exists for restrietinl fixed service. (13-14)
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Interest:

Bud Plan:

GENERAL COMMUNICATION, INC.

Facilities based interexchange carrier in Alaska.

• Opposes the petitions to reduce the size of spectrum block allocations and to
reduce the licensed aeo,raphic areas -- the FCC's decision strikes a balance to
accommodate diverse interests and allows aureaation of spectrum if that is the
most valued use. (3-5)

Cellular EJlaibUlty:

• The FCC's decision limitinl cellular operators to a 10 MHz block license within
their service area is reasonable and should not be reconsidered. (5-7)

• Rural telcos already have sipificant monopoly power within their service areal

and should not be exempt from restrictions applicable to cellular license holden.
(7-9)

• Believes the FCC should crant MCI's petition to exclude the larpst nationwide
cellular carriers from one of the 30 MHz MTA blocks. (9)

• Cellular carriers should not be Il'Iftted • pace period in which to divest cellular
assets and should not be panted tax certificates for divestin,. (11-13)

OWDel'Sbip Limits:

• Opposes GTE's proposal to multiply the perc:entaae cellular ownership by thepercell. ce1IuJIr coverqe and apply the restriction only if the product
exceeds 20 percent. (11)

• Believes that the 20,.. ItIDdIrd~ adopeId by me PCC suilreI a
~ be__ betw_ allowiDI.-ueipldon IIId pm'eIItiIJI domin.Qon
and, tbIaebe IboWd not be~ sipiftcntly. If the PCC does modify
the CIIJvlar ownersbip attribution standard, the PCC mUll apply the same
standard for detenninin, PeS license ownership. (10-11)

Power T.lmlts:

• Supports an increue in the power limit to 1000 watts ERr to provide for more
ecoitomica1 and widespread deployllWlt of PCS, pardcuJarly ill .. populated
areas, while reducinl overall interference and avenae radiated power. (2-3)
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Performanc:e Requirements:

• The bui1d~ut requirements should not be modified. (13-14)

• Partitioninl should not be permitted because it would result in a multiplicity of
very small, possibly incompatible systems. Build~t requirements should apply
to an entire MTA or BTA area if partitioning is allowed. (lS-16)
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Interest:

GTE SERVICE CORPORATION

Manufacturer and local exchange and cellular service provider.

Cellular EUaibUity:

• The eligibility restriction should be reconsidered, and at a minimum, the 20
percent effective pop test should be adopted. (2-4)

• The FCC should reject as self-serving and anticompetitive MCl's request to bar
cellular carriers from one 30 MHz frequency block. (4-8)

• The FCC should clarify that compliance with eligibility restrictions must occur
prior to initiation of PeS service and that tax certificates will be issued for any
necessary divestiture of cellular interests. (8-9)

• Supports allowin. licensees to subdivide PCS IpeCtrUm either .eopaphically or
by frequency to expedite the introduction of new B'Yices, promote more divene
participation in PeS, and create incentives for the development of innovative
niche offerinls. (9-10)

• Supports Te10cat0r proposal to utilize county liItinp for service areas rather
than relyina on constructs potentially implicatin& intellectual property ripts.
(13-14)

Pow. Umlts: Petitioners overwhe1mina1y support IllowiDa III increase in PeS bale
station power to ensure the ability to meet consttuetioll benchmarks. (11-12)

CAl StaadardI: Does not support the nA request to mandate compliance with
interim PCS technical standards since there is no JUIIIIl" that such standards would
not delay the introduction of PeS. Instead, standards should be left to industry bodies.
(12-13)
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Interest:

INTERDIGITAL COMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION

Major supplier of wireless communications systems for local loop
operations in rural areas. (1)

Service Areas:

• Section 99.3 should allow BETRS-type wireless local loop applications so that
PeS can be used to benefit rural areas throup the use of lower cost loops to .
drive down the overall averqe cost of telephone service. BETRS is only used
in rural areas where the loop distances are 10fti or copper plant is impractical.
The use of PCS spectrum to permit telephone complfties (and oompetiton) to
provide radio loops in place of copper supports the principle of universal service
and in the long term will help provide competition for the wired loop monopoly.
(3)

• Because of low population density, major' PCS licen.. will not provide service
to rural areas. The FCC should allow the major PCS licensees to partition their
license grants and sub-license an entity to develop rural systems. (S-6)
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lDterest:

Other:

KSI INC.

Company with expertise in location technology and its application to
Intelligent Vehicle-Highway Systems

• Direction Findina Location System deve10pC by KSI praefttJ the optimal
solution to the need to develop E-911 caplbilities for PeS without additional
spectrum allocations. Other methods of location are under development.
Althoup KSI does not object to the imposition of a requirement on PeS
licensees to incorporate E-911 capability within their systems, FCC
involvement in standard setting is unnecessary and could chill the development
of possible alternatives. (1-2)
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Interest:

McCAW CELLULAR COMMUNICATIONS, INC.

Cellular carrier.

Band PlaDlSenice Areas:

• McCaw reasserts its sUllestion that the Commission permit PeS licensees to
subdivide PeS opaatinl authority on either a Iqraphic or spectrum basis, and
points out that other parties aaree that partitionin. of PeS operatin. authority
will help expedite initiation of service, will encouraae participation by rural
telephone companies and other desipated entities, and will help diffuse the
nqative impact of the cellular eligibility restrictions. (22-24)

Cellular EJIIIbUlty:

• McCaw opposes the Commission's cellular eliaibility restrictions and notes that
numerous commenten support the Commission's own~on that cellular
participation in PeS will promote the successful development of the service and
benefit consumers. (6)

• The Commission's cellular elipbility ralrietions are bued on unsubstantiated
fean conceminl the potential for anticompetitive behavior. (7-8)

• The exclusion of cellular carriers will be agravated by the adoption of the
Commission's· combinatorial competitive bidclina proposal. These policies will
exclude cellular operaton from obtaininl national and regional MTA licenses.
(9)

• McCaw disqreIs with the CommiSlioll'. radonIJe for the cellular eliaibility
limitation. First, die 5econd Report IDd Older reftects a perception that the
existina cellular infrastructure will enable ceUu1ar operators to exploit PeS
spectrum to obmiD an anticompetitive Idvutap over other wireless opetaton.
However, other endties, such u LEes, IXCs, and cable companies, are
encounaed to 1eYIIIIe their unique raourcea to deploy PeS and are
unrestricted in their ability to bid for PeS licenses. (10-12)

• The __ radonIJe for the cellular resttietion is the belief that cellular
licenne. will wueIIouIe PeS spectrum. However, competitive biddinl renders
wuebousina i1loIical and prohibitively expensive. (IS)
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